Introduction
Natural language expressions that serve to express quantificational meanings like 'a lot of ', 'many' etc. can be sensitive to semantic properties of the restricting NPs. This is illustrated by the 'much'-'many'-alternation in the English pairs 'much sugar' vs. *'many sugar' and *'much cars' vs. 'many cars'. Here, the countability or uncountability of the NP following the quantifier determines the choice of quantifier. The Finnish quantifiying expression paljon ('a lot of of') is also restricted in its occurrence. It alternates with the expressions moni or monta, which also express the concept '(relatively) large quantity'. Unlike in English, however, the occurrence of paljon is not determined by the semantic properties of the following NP 1 , but by -what appears to be -syntactic restrictions: paljon (unlike moni) can only appear in particular syntactic positions. This will be shown in more detail in section 2. In section 3, I will discuss one (preliminary) syntactic, and one semantic approach to the phenomenon, and show their various shortcomings. In section 4, I will suggest that the occurrence of paljon is indeed restricted by syntactic factors, i.e. by Case-assigment. Before I conclude in 6, I will discuss some more predictions of the theory proposed, as well as one potential problem for the theory in section 5. Before we turn to the syntactic distribution of paljon-NPs, however, it is necessary to consider their internal structure and the syntactic status of paljon.
1.1
The syntactic status of paljon ('a lot of') Syntactically, the adnominal quantifying expression paljon differs from both attributive quantifiers as well as measure nouns. Unlike attributive quantifiers (1a), paljon does not agree with its NP in Case or Num. Instead, it shows head-like behaviour in licensing PAR(titive Case) on its complement (1b), in analogy to numerals (1c) 2 :
(1) a. Lauloin monissa kapakoissa. sing-past-1sg many-PL-INE pub-PL-INE 'I sang in a lot of pubs.' b. Minae ostin paljon autoja. I-NOM buy-past-1sg many car-PL-PAR 'I bought many cars.' c. Koira otti kaksi luuta lattialta. dog take-3sg two bone-PAR floor-ABL 'The/A dog took two bones off the floor.' Secondly, although historically derived from a measure noun (paljo 'a lot'), paljon differs syntactically from other measure nouns like joukko ('crowd') which also assign PAR to their complements (cf. Karttunen 1975 noisy-ACC group tourist-PL-PAR 'I met a noisy group of tourists.' Based on these differences, Karttunen (1975) concludes that paljon is an adjectival quantifier, functioning as a syntactic head. The NP-complement of this head carries PAR-Case. The structure of paljon-NPs is shown in (4):
2.
Restrictions on the distribution of the adnominal quantifier paljon Karttunen (1975) shows that the occurrence of paljon-NPs is restricted to only two syntactic surroundings. He gives the following descriptive generalizations.
2.1
Positions in which paljon can occur The adnominal quantifier paljon is only licensed in object position of a number of transitive verbs (5a) and as the postverbal argument of so-called 'Existential Sentences (ESs)' (5b): (5) to-be-seen-3sg a-lot-of ship-PL-PAR 'There are many ships to be seen in the harbour.' I assume that ESs are a special case of locative inversion without numberagreement. ESs are introduced by a locative phrase which denotes the location of the entity denoted by the postverbal NP-argument:
boy-PL-PAR 'In the yard, there were boys running.'
Note that the verb in (6) (which belongs to the class of presentational verbs; cf. Kiparsky 1998) is invariably 3sg , even with a plural NP-argument.
2.2
Positions in which paljon cannot occur The quantifier paljon can never occur in the subject position of any verb (7ab), nor inside adjuncts carrying semantic case in the sense of Nikanne 1993 (7c): (7) 
3.
Steps towards a unifying analysis: syntactic vs. semantic approaches 3.1
The VP-Internal Hypothesis (Syntactic restriction): Looking at the distributional facts in 2.1, we see that paljon seems restricted to one syntactic position only: the postverbal, VP-internal complement position. As a unifying generalization, let us formulate (8):
paljon-NPs only occur in VP-internal position, as sister to the verb Naturally, the VPIH captures all cases with the paljon-NP functioning as the object of a transitive verb. Also, the position that the postverbal NP-arguments in ESs are in complement position to the verb seems well-motivated: direct objects on the one hand, and NParguments of ESs on the other hand show a variety of similarities in their syntactic behaviour. These similarities have been discussed repeatedly in the literature (cf. e.g. Itkonen 1979 , Vähämäki 1984 , Vilkuna 1989 , Vangsnes 1994 , Nikanne 1994 Given these similarities, the assumption that the NP-argument of ESs is located in complement position to the verb seems well motivated. Hence, the VPIH covers the occurrence of paljon in ESs as well.
3.2
Problems for the VPIH The VPIH faces two major problems: for once, it is only a descriptive generalization of the phenomenon in question and gives no explanation as to why paljon-NPs have to be in complement position to the verb. Furthermore, the VPIH predicts a number of transitive sentences like (12) to be grammatical, contrary to fact 3 :
(12) *Pekka rakastaa paljon tyttöjä. Pekka love-3sg a-lot-of girl-PL-PAR 'Pekka loves a lot of girls.'
Obviously, the VPIH is not restrictive enough in order to exclude sentences like (12). At best, it can be a necessary, but not a sufficient condition on the occurrence of adnominal paljon in Finnish. Let us therefore see if a semantic approach is empirically more adequate. Karttunen (1975) accounts for the ungrammaticality of (12) by introducing the aspectual notions of resultativity and irresultativity: He notices that the presence of paljon disambiguates transitive sentences whose verbs are in principle ambiguous between a resultative and an irresultative reading. If a paljon-NP is present, the sentence will necessarily have a resultative reading. This is illustrated in (13) involving the verb ampua, which can mean either 'to shoot (dead)' or 'to shoot at' with a PL-PAR-object: -achievement verbs: löytäa 'to find', kadottaa 'to lose', unohtaa 'to forget', voittaa 'to win', hävitä 'to lose', saavuttaa 'to achieve' -verbs of cognitive states: muistaa 'to remember', tietää 'to know', ymmärtää 'to understand, tuntea 'to know' -perceptual verbs: nähdä 'see', kuulla 'to hear', havaita 'to perceive' -verbs of encompassment: omistaa 'to possess', sisältää 'to contain', käsittää 'to include'
Karttunen's Resultativity Hypothesis (Semantic restriction):
On the other hand, adnominal paljon never occurs with inherently irresultative verbs like the ones listed under (15) (ii) paljon never occurs with irresultative verbs.
3.4
Problems for the Resultativity Hypothesis: There are two major problems with the Resultativity Hypothesis. The first is acknowledged by Karttunen himself: the verbs in (14) do not seem to form a homogenous class wrt. resultativity. In particular, it is not clear in which sense some of the verbs of cognition (e.g tietää) and encompassment (e.g. sisältää) are resultative. Secondly, Karttunen's analysis seems empirically inadequate for existential sentences. It incorrectly predicts sentences like (17ab) to be ungrammatical: (17) a. Työmaalla työskentelee paljon miehiä. construction-site-ADE work-3sg a-lot-of man-PL-PAR 'There are a lot of men working on the construction site' b. Stadionilla itki paljon ihmisiä. stadium-ADE cry-past-3sg a-lot-of people-PL-PAR 'There were a lot of people crying in the stadium.'
The verbs työskentellä and itkeä in (17ab) do not seem to be resultative at all. Nevertheless, the sentences are perfectly fine and Karttunen's analysis appears to be too restrictive. It is by no means clear how to weaken the Resultativity Hypothesis sufficiently so that it could also account for (17ab) without making the wrong predictions for transitive sentences in turn.
4.
The ACC-Hypothesis 4.1
The hypothesis Given the problems which arise from a semantic account, let us turn back to a syntactic approach. I would like to suggest the following syntactic restriction, not in terms of positions (as in the VPIH), but in terms of Case assignment:
(18) The ACC-Hypothesis:
(i) paljon carries Accusative Case.
(ii) paljon-NPs can only occur in syntactic positions where ACC is licensed.
Note that the ACC-Hypothesis is stronger than the VPIH in restricting the occurrence of paljon-NPs to only those complement positions where ACC is licensed 4 . Note also that I crucially assume with De Hoop (1992) and Kiparsky (1998) that Finnish has two objective Cases, ACC and PAR, which are licensed in complement-position to the verb. Which case is licensed depends on aspectual properties of the verb and the complement-NP (cf. Kiparsky 1998).
4.2
Independent empirical evidence The following facts can serve as independent evidence for the ACC-hypothesis: (i) Morphologically, paljon consists of the stem paljo + the regular ACC-marker -n: paljo + n > paljon.
(ii) We occasionally find the corresponding PAR-form paljoa as in (19): (19) Altaassa ei ole paljoa vettä. pool-INE neg-3sg be a-lot-of-PAR water-PAR 'There was not much water in the pool.' (iii) Toivainen (1993) is lose-ptc-perf war-SG-ACC war-SG-PAR 'Germany has lost the war.' b. Saksa on hävinnyt sotia G.
is lose-ptc-perf war-PL-PAR 'Germany has lost wars.'
On the other hand, those verbs that were classified as irresultative in (15) 
Analysis 4.3.1 Transitive sentences
The ACC-Hypothesis neatly subsumes the VPIH: Given that ACC is a structural Case which is only licensed on the complement of the verb 5 , and given that paljon carries ACC, the paljon-NP must occur in the complement position of the verb. Furthermore, paljon can only occur with those transitive verbs that license ACC-complements. This correctly predicts that the adnominal quantifier paljon will never occur with verbs which obligatorily demand a PAR-complement. The ACC-Hypothesis also shows that the apparent relation between resultativity and the occurrence of paljon is only indirect. In Finnish transitive sentences, resultativity of the verb is marked by an ACC-complement, given that the complement denotes a set of specified quantity. Hence resultative verbs (both inherent and optional) will always license a paljon-NP as their complement 6 . The conditions on ACC-assignment in Finnish allow for yet another prediction: We have seen that the complement will only be marked with ACC, if it denotes a definite or bounded quantity. Since paljon-NPs are assumed to carry ACC, we expect them to always denote a bounded quantity, too. This prediction is borne out, as shown in (24a-c): The expression tunnissa ('in an hour') requires an NP-argument denoting a bounded quantity. Such an argument serves to measure out the event described. If there is no such argument, the sentence will be ungrammatical (24a). The same sentence becomes grammatical with a paljon-NP (24b). Hence, we can conclude that paljon-NPs denote bounded quantities. This assumption is supported by the ungrammaticality of (24c), where the paljon-NP cannot occur together with tunnin ('for an hour'), which measures out the event by itself and hence requires an argument denoting an indefinite (or unbounded) quantity.
4.3.2
Existential sentences We have already seen under (9) that there are good reasons to believe that the sole NP-argument in an ES is located in complement position to the verb. In this position, ACC is licensed in principle. What we still need to show is that the sole NP-argument in ESs can carry ACC. Otherwise, we would not expect ACC-marked paljon-NPs as arguments of ESs. In effect, the ACC-Hypothesis forces us to assume that ESs are NOM-less, or quasi-ergative structures. There are a number of both conceptual and empirical arguments for this view: (i) We have already seen in (6) that NOM need not necessarily be present in Finnish ESs. Let us then assume that NOM only appears in connection with agreement between subject and verb
